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United States Department of the Interior
BUBEAU OF I"AND MANAGEMENT

Sevier River Resource Area
150 East 900 North

Richfield, Utah 8470f
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IN REPI.YRET€BTO:

3809
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L994

Shaun l{illians
Environmental Coordinator
Georgia-Pacif ic Corporation
P.O. Box 8O
Sigrurd, Utah 84657

Dear Mr. Williams:

f received your letter reguesting Af.U input and approval for
reclanation of a reject wallboard landfill which is partially
located on public land legally described as Lots 4 and 5 of
Section 6, Township 23 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Meridian,
Utah. This landfiIl on public land has apparently resulted from
an inadvertent encroachnent from an adjacent landfifl located on
property owned by Georgia-Pacific.

We appreciate your cooperation and willingness to reclaim the
encroachment on pubtic land however, w€ have some questions and
concerns about your proposal and we need some additional
information before we can give approval for your proposal.

Our main concern is whether the renoval of sufficient cover
material (topsoil) from adjacent public land will create
cunulative impacts which would be more sigrnificant that the
impacts created by the presently existing wallboard reject
encroachment. If the cover naterial could be totally or
partially supplied fron private land, this would help alleviate
nost of our concerns.

The following additional information is requested:

1. In your letter you use several land designations which are
confusing and hard to interpret. You refer to trexisting on-
site landfill[ and rroff-site on BLM landrt. We think the
ten rfon-site landfitlrf refers to the landfill located on
patented or private land belonging to Georgia-Pacific and
that troff-sitef' refers to the segrment of landfill which is
located on adjacent public land. Please cla.rify if our
interpretation is correct.

2. What is the proposed starting date of ttre reclamation and
what is the Lstinated duration of the reclamation project?



3. lfhen was the last date the wallboard reject landfill on
public land was used? I{hen was the last date wallboard was
placed onto the landfill on pubJ.ic land? Is the public land
on which the reject wallboard is located, covered by any
mining clains?

4. You propose to cover the reject wallboard with 6-L2 inches
of topsoil. We question whether this would be sufficient.
Have you used these same reclamation specifications on other
sites and if so, what nere the results of reclamation
efforts on these sites? It is our opinion that at least 18
inches of cover should be placed over ttre reject sallboard
with 2 feet of cover being tlre most preferred.

5. You request approval to remove topsoil fron adJacent public
land to use as cover over the landfill encroachnent on
public land. lfhat is ttre location and legal description of
this adjacent public land? I{hat would be the estinated
dimensions and depth of ttre area where topsoil would'be
removed? I{hat would be the volume of topsoil removed from
public land? Ilhat are access needs to ttre topsoil removal
area? Is this public land were removal .would occur'
presently covered by a nining clain(s) Iocated by Georgia-
Pacific or any other known nining claimant(s)? Would the
topsoil renoval fron adjacent public land be considered as
an operation rtreasonably incident to niningtt? How would
the topsoil borrow area be reclained? Iilhat would be the
final depth and pit slopes? Would any bighwalls result from
removal of the topsoil? If so, provide information on
height and slope.

6. What are the existing slopes of ttre reject wallboard
landfill located on public land? lfhat would be the final
sloped after reclamation, i.e. 3:1, 4tL, etc.

After we receive this additional information, we would like to
meet with you on site to review your proposal.

Thank you for your cooperation. ff you have any questions
conccrrning this request, please contact me, Gary Hall or Michael
Jackson.

Sincerely,

Aa"* J. H"x/fu r::fi*''=""
ffi"1


